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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121: 

I. Claims 1-32, drawn to a process of making a spunbonded nonwoven, 
classified in class 264, various subclasses. 

II. Claim 33, drawn to a nonwoven, classified in class 442, subclass 414. 
The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons: 

Inventions I and II are related as process of making and product made. The 
inventions are distinct if either or both of the following can be shown: (1) that the 
process as claimed can be used to make other and materially different product or (2) 
that the product as claimed can be made by another and materially different process 
(MPEP § 806.05(f)). In the instant case the nonwoven fabric can be made by melt- 
blowing. 

Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have 
acquired a separate status in the art as shown by their different classification, restriction 
for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

During a telephone conversation with David Saliwanchik on May 3, 2005 a 
provisional election was made without traverse to prosecute the invention of group I, 
claims 1-32. Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this 
Office action. Claim 33 is withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 
CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

Further restriction is required under 35 U.S.C. 121: 
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This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species of the claimed invention: Different species of: 
A: attenuation device, and 
B: antistatic material. 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species 
within each of the two groups (A and B) for prosecution on the merits to which the 
claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is finally held to be allowable. Currently, 
Claims 1, 17, and 29 appear to be generic. 

During a telephone conversation with David Saliwanchik on09 November 2005 a 
provisional election was made without traverse to prosecute the species "slot" for Group 
A, which was indicated to not be readable on all claims except 6 and 21 , and to 
prosecute the species of antistatic agent in Claim 16 and 28, which was indicated to 
read on Claims 10 and 1 1 but not Claims 7-9, 22, or 23. Additionally, it is noted that 
Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office action. 
Claims 6-9 and 21-23 (as well as Claim 27 by dependency on a withdrawn claim) are 
withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 CFR 1 .142(b), as being drawn 
to a non-elected species. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim 
is allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 
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Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or otherwise include 
all the limitations of an allowed generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1 .141 . If claims 
are added after the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the 
elected species. MPEP § 809.02(a). 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over 
the prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) of the other invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Trimble (U.S. Patent No. 5,397,413) in view of Tortora (Understanding Textiles, pages 

401 and 402). 

With respect to Claim 1 , Trimble teaches a spunbonding process with the step of 
using a melt blend of a variety of polymer resins and mixtures thereof, extruding the 
material to form a plurality of filaments, directing the filaments through slot draw 
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attenuator (attenuation device; drawing the filaments to orient them), forming a web, 
and bonding the filaments (see Fig. 1, specifically Ref. 13, F, 30, and 34; Abstract; col. 
4, lines 60 through col. 5, line 3; col. 5, lines 49-54). 

Trimble does not expressly teach adding anti-static agents to the blend. 

Tortora teaches bicomponent fibers containing metal or carbon, which are 
antistatic agents (see page 401, forth paragraph, through page 402, line 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Tortora's antistatic metal or carbon in the composition of 
fibers taught by Trimble in order to produce fibers that decrease static buildup (see 
Tortora, page 401 , paragraph 2). 

With respect to Claim 2, Trimble teaches using polypropylene (see col. 8, lines 4- 

7). 

Claims 1-5, 14, 15, 17-20, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gillespie (U.S. Patent No. 5,783,503) in view of Tortora 
(Understanding Textiles, pages 153-157, 401, and 402). 

With respect to Claim 1, Gillespie teaches producing a spunbond product 
(spunbond nonwoven fabric; bonding the filaments of the web) by originating filaments 
from a spinneret (extruding), attenuating and drawing the filaments through a slot draw 
apparatus, and depositing the filaments onto a collection surface to form a web (see 
Fig. 4; col. 3, lines 16-34 and col. 9, lines 18-26). 
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Gillespie does not expressly teach adding anti-static agents to the blend. 
However Gillespie does teach to incorporate into the polymer melt components to 
control electrical properties (see col. 5, lines 35-42). 

Tortora teaches bicomponent fibers containing metal or carbon, which are 
antistatic agents (see page 401, forth paragraph, through page 402, line 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Tortora's antistatic metal or carbon in the composition of 
fibers taught by Gillespie in order to produce fibers that decrease static buildup (see 
Tortora, page 401, paragraph 2) and in order to control electrical properties (see 
Gillespie col. 5, lines 35-42). 

With respect to Claims 2 and 4, Gillespie teaches using nylon, polyester, PE, PP, 
and PBT and combinations, which read on the claims (see Gillespie, col. 4, lines 66-col. 
5, line 25). 

With respect to Claim 3, Gillespie teaches using "nylon ... and copolymers 
thereof (see col. 5, lines 5-8, which reads on the claim language "nylon copolymers," 
which meets the limitations of the claim. 

Moreover, with respect to Claim 3, Tortora teaches that nylon 6 has a higher 
tenacity than nylon 6,6 (see page 156, Strength section). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select nylon 6 as 
the nylon to use in Gillespie in order to have greater tenacity. 

With respect to Claim 5, Gillespie teaches using a slot draw apparatus (see col. 
9, lines 18-25). 
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With respect to Claims 14 and 15, Gillespie teaches that at least about 5 percent 
of the surface area of each filament is and all filaments are made of a nylon polymer 
(see Fig. 3; see col. 5, line 66 through col. 6, line 4). 

With respect to Claim 17, Gillespie teaches producing a spunbond product 
(spunbond nonwoven fabric; bonding the filaments of the web) by originating filaments 
from a spinneret using blends in separate extruders to form filament with one of the 
blends forming a portion of the surface of the filaments, attenuating and drawing the 
filaments through a slot draw apparatus, and depositing the filaments onto a collection 
surface to form a web (see Fig. 3 and 4; col. 3, lines 16-34; col. 5, line 66 through col. 6, 
line 9; col. 8, lines 8-19; and col. 9, lines 18-26). 

With respect to Claim 18, Gillespie teaches using nylon, polyester, PE, PP, and 
PBT and combinations, which read on the claims (see Gillespie, col. 4, lines 66-col. 5, 
line 25). 

With respect to Claim 19, Gillespie teaches using "nylon ... and copolymers 
thereof (see col. 5, lines 5-8, which reads on the claim language "nylon copolymers," 
which meets the limitations of the claim. 

Moreover, with respect to Claim 19, Tortora teaches that nylon 6 has a higher 
tenacity than nylon 6,6 (see page 156, Strength section). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select nylon 6 as 
the nylon to use in Gillespie in order to have greater tenacity. 

With respect to Claim 20, Gillespie teaches using a slot draw apparatus (see col. 
9, lines 18-25). 
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With respect to Claim 26, Gillespie teaches that at least about 5 percent of the 
surface area of each filament is made of a nylon polymer (see Fig. 3; see col. 5, line 66 
through col. 6, line 4). 

Claims 10-13, 16, 24, 25, 28, and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gillespie (U.S. Patent No. 5,783,503) in view of Tortora 
(Understanding Textiles, pages 153-157, 401, and 402) as applied to Claims 1 and 17, 
and further in view of Warburton (US Patent No. 4,081,383). 

With respect to Claims 16 and 28, Gillespie and Tortora do teach using nylon 
(polycaprolactum) as previously described. However, they do not explicitly teach using 
a sulfonic acid, a C10-C18 alkane, and sodium salts. 

However, Warburton teaches using a copolymer that contains sodium salts 
(sodium salts) of dodecane-1 -sulfonic acid (a C 10 -Ci 8 alkane and sulfonic acid) (see col. 
4, line 60 through col. 5, line 6) and vinyl sulfonic acid (see col. 3, line 8). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Warburton's copolymer composition in the extrusion of 
Gillespie in view of Tortora in order to provide the product with better anti-soiling 
treatment, and to control the anti-soiling treatment's polymer particle size (see Abstract 
and col. 4, lines 60 and 61). 

Applicant's claim language describes the agent as an antistatic agent. However, 
this agent is manifested in the composition claimed, which is met by the composition of 
Warburton. However, Warburton recognizes the benefit of the polymer in reducing 
static build-up (see col. 6, lines 34-37). 
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With respect to Claims 10 and 1 1 , as applicant's elected antistatic of Claim 16 
was indicated to read on Claims 10 and 11, then Claims 10 and 11 are rejected as 
described above with respect to Claim 16. 

With respect to Claims 12, 13, 24, 25, 29, and 32, applicant's specification 
teaches that a composition of a polycaprolactum, sulfonic acid, a Ci 0 -Ci 8 alkane, and 
sodium salts added to a two polymer delivery results in 0.6 Kilovolts/inch when added at 
1% concentration (see Specification, page 10, table 1). 

As Warburton's composition teaches adding the sodium salts (sodium salts) of 
dodecane-1 -sulfonic acid (a Ci 0 -Ci 8 alkane and sulfonic acid) is present from 0.5-8% 
(see col. 5, lines 47-49), the 1% concentration is taught. Therefore, Warburton's static 
would measure at less than one kilovolt principally because it teaches the same process 
and composition as applicant, which arrived at said static level. 

With respect to Claims 30 and 31, Gillespie teaches that at least about 5 percent 
of the surface area of each filament is and all filaments are made of a nylon polymer 
(see Fig. 3; see col. 5, line 66 through col. 6, line 4). 

Claims 10-13, 16, 24, 25, 28, and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gillespie (U.S. Patent No. 5,783,503) in view of Tortora 
(Understanding Textiles, pages 153-157, 401, and 402) as applied to Claims 1 and 17, 
and further in view of George (US Patent No. 4,167,464). 

With respect to Claims 16 and 28, Gillespie and Tortora do teach using nylon 
(polycaprolactum) as previously described. However, they do not explicitly teach using 
a sulfonic acid, a Ci 0 -Ci 8 alkane, and sodium salts. 
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However, George teaches using a copolymer that contains sodium salts (sodium 
salts) of dodecane-1 -sulfonic acid (a C10-C18 alkane and sulfonic acid) or octadecane-1- 
sulfonic acid (a Ci 0 -Ci 8 alkane and sulfonic acid) (see col. 4, line 65 through col. 5, line 
9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use George's copolymer composition in the extrusion of Gillespie 
in view of Tortora in order to provide the product with better degree of absorption of 
water and body fluids (see Abstract; col. 1 , lines 46-49; and col. 6, lines 42-59). 

Applicant's claim language describes the agent as an antistaticagent. However, 
this agent is manifested in the composition claimed, which is met by the composition of 
George. 

With respect to Claims 10 and 11, as applicant's elected antistatic of Claim 16 
was indicated to read on Claims 10 and 11, then Claims 10 and 11 are rejected as 
described above with respect to Claim 16. 

With respect to Claims 12, 13, 24, 25, 29, and 32, applicant's specification 
teaches that a composition of a polycaprolactum, sulfonic acid, a Ci 0 -Ci 8 alkane, and 
sodium salts added to a two polymer delivery results in 0.6 Kilovolts/inch when added at 
1% concentration (see Specification, page 10, table 1). 

As George's composition teaches adding the sodium salts (sodium salts) of 
dodecane-1 -sulfonic acid (a Ci 0 -Ci 8 alkane and sulfonic acid) is present from 0.01-5% 
(see col. 5, lines 47-49), the 1% concentration is taught. Therefore, George's static 
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would measure at less than one kilovolt principally because it teaches the same process 
and composition as applicant, which arrived at said static level. 

With respect to Claims 30 and 31 , Gillespie teaches that at least about 5 percent 
of the surface area of each filament is and all filaments are made of a nylon polymer 
(see Fig. 3; see col. 5, line 66 through col. 6, line 4). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick Butler whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8517. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30 AM - 
5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Colaianni can be reached on 571-272-1 196. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Patrick Butler 
Assistant Examiner 
Art Unit 1732 





